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Letter of HS. mentioning Shakespeare , purporting bo be trom 
Lord Southampton, but belveved lo be a modern Forgery . 
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Observations, ete, 


Unper the firm conviction that all the Shakesperian 
Manuscripts preserved in the archives of the Earl of Elles- 
mere, at Bridgewater House, are modern forgeries, I omitted 
in my folio edition the fac-simile of the spurious Southampton 
letter, now appended to the present pamphlet. Mr. W. H. 
Black is of opinion that even, as seen in the fac-simile, it is 
open to great suspicion. I have examined the “originals” 
of all the documents, and will pledge myself to the opinion 
that they are fabrications. 

It is worthy of observation that these documents are the 
only records that of late years have found a place in the 
biographies of Shakespeare, the genuineness of which has 
been questioned. There is nothing in the account of their 
discovery to suggest a doubt. “They were derived,” ob- 
serves Mr. Collier, “from the manuscripts of Lord Hlesmere, 
whose name is of course well known to every reader of our 
history, as Keeper of the Great Seal to Queen Elizabeth, 
and Lord Chancellor to James I. They are preserved at 
Bridgewater House; and Lord Francis Egerton gave me 
instant and unrestrained access to them, with permission to 
make use of any literary or historical information I could 
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discover. The Rev. H. J. Todd had been there before me, 
and had classed some of the letters and correspondence; but 
large bundles of papers, ranging in pomt of date between 
1581, when Lord Hilesmere was made Solicitor-General, and 
1616, when he retired from the office of Lord Chancellor, 
remained unexplored, and it was evident that many of them 
had never been opened from the time when, perhaps, ls own 
hands tied them together.’ It was amongst these latter that 
the Shakespeare manuscripts were discovered; and if, as is 
possible, a fabricator had inserted them in those bundles, a 
more recent enquirer, investigating the collection under the 
impression it had not been examined for upwards of two 
centuries, would be inclined to receive every paper as genuine, 
and as not requiring any minute investigation for the estab- 
lishment of its authority. Suspicion would be disarmed, and 
it is possible that in this way Mr. Collier has been deceived. 
When I came to make a personal inspection of these in- 
teresting papers, facilities for which were kindly granted by 
their noble owner, grave doubts were at once created as to 
their authenticity. The most important of all, the certificate 
from the players of the Blackfriars’ Theatre to the Privy 
Council in 1589, instead of being either an original or a con- 
temporary copy, is evidently at best merely a late transcript, 
if it be not altogether a recent fabrication. The question 
naturally arises, for what purpose could a document of this 
description have been copied in the seventeenth century, 
presuming it to belong to so early a period? It is compara- 
tively of recent times that the slightest literary interest has 
been taken in the history of our early theatres, or even in the 
biography of Shakespeare; and unless it was apparent that 
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papers of this kind were transcribed for some legal or other 
special purpose, there should be great hesitation in accepting 
the evidence of any other but contemporary authority. The 
suspicious appearance of this certificate is of itself sufficient 
to justify great difficulties in its reception; but the doubt thus 
induced as to the integrity of the collection was considerably 
increased by an examination of a paper in the same volume, 
purporting to be a warrant appointing Daborne, Shakespeare, 
Field and Kirkham, instructors of the children of the Queen’s 
Revels, which unquestionably appears to be a modern forgery. 
This document is styled by Mr. Collier “a draft either for a 
Patent or a Privy Seal.” It is not a draft, for the lines are 
written bookwise, and it is also dated; neither is it a copy of 
a patent, as appears from the direction, “Right trustie and well- 
beloved;” but, if genuine, it must be considered an abridged 
transcript of a warrant, under the sign-manual and signet, for 
a patent to be issued. Now if it be shown that the letters 
patent to “Dabone and others” were granted on the same 
day on which Lord Ellesmere’s paper is dated; and if it be 
further proved that the contents of the latter are altogether 
inconsistent with the circumstances detailed in the real patent, 
it will, I think, be conceded that no genuine draft or tran- 
script, of the nature of that printed by Mr. Collier, can pos- 
sibly exist. 

It appears that the following note occurs in an entry-book 
of patents that passed the Great Seal while it was in the 
hands of Lord Ellesmere in 7 James I.:—“A Warrant for 
Robert Daborne and others, the Queenes Servants, to bring 
up and practice Children in Plaies by the name of the 
Children of the Queen’s Revells, for the pleasure of her 
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Majestie, 4° Januarii, anno septimo Jacobi.” ‘This entry may 
have suggested the fabrication, the date of the questionable 
MS. corresponding with that here given; though it is capable 
of proof that, if it were authentic, it must have been dated 
previously, for the books of the Signet Office show that the 
authority for Daborne’s warrant was obtained by the influence 
of Sir Thomas Munson in the previous December, and they 
also inform us that it was granted ‘to Robert Daborne, and 
other Servauntes to the Queene, from time to time to provide 
and bring up a convenient nomber of Children to practize in 
the quality of playing, by the name of the Children of the 
Revells to the Queene, in the White Fryers, London, or any 
other convenient place where he shall thinke fit.” The 
enrolment of the instrument, which was issued in the form of 
letters patent under the Great Seal, recites, “Whereas the 
(Juene, our deerest wyfe, hathe for hir pleasure and recreacion, 
when shee shall thinke it fitt to have any playes or shewes, 
appoynted hir servantes Robert Daborne, Phillippe Rosseter, 
John Tarbock, Richard Jones, and Robert Browne, to provide 
and bring upp a convenient nomber of Children, whoe shalbe 
called Children of hir Revelles, Know ye that wee have 
appoynted and authorised, and by theis presentes do authorize 
and appoynte the saide Robert Daborne, &c., from tyme to 
tyme, to provide, keepe, and bring upp a convenient nomber 
of children, and them to practice and exercise in the quality 
of playing, by the name of Children of the Revells to the 
Queene, within the White Fryers in the suburbs of our Citty 
of London, or in any other convenyent place where they shall 
thinke fitt for that purpose.” This patent is dated January 
Ath, 7 Jac. I., 1609-10, so that any draft, or projected 
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warrant, exhibiting other names than the above, could not 
possibly have had this exact date. It will be observed that 
the names, with the exception of that of Daborne, are 
entirely different in the two documents, and this company of 
children was to play at the Whitefriars, not at the Black- 
friars. The fabricator seems to have relied on the supposition 
that the entry relative to “Daborne and others” referred to 
the latter theatre; and consequently inserted the name 
of Edward Kirkham, who is known to have been one of the 
instructors of the children of the Revels at the Blackfriars in 
the year 1604, There is, in fact, no reasonable supposition 
on which the Ellesmere paper can be regarded as authentic. 
Had no date been attached to it, it might have been said that 
the whole related merely to some contemplated arrangement 
which was afterwards altered; although, even in that case, 
the form of the copy would alone have been a serious reason 
against its reception. In its present state, it is clearly 
impossible to reconcile it with the contents of the enrolment 
just quoted. Fortunately for the interests of truth, in- 
dications of forgery are detected in trifling circumstances that 
are almost invariably neglected by the inventor, however 
ingeniously the deception be contrived. Were it not for this, 
the search for historical truth would yield results sufficiently 
uncertain to deter the most enthusiastic enquirer from 
pursuing the investigation. 

The remaining Shakesperian MSS. in the possession of 
the Earl of Ellesmere, consist of a letter of Daniel the poet 
mentioning the great dramatist as a candidate for the Master- 
ship of the Queen’s Revels; accounts in which a performance 
of Othello is stated to have taken place in the year 1602; a 
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remarkable paper detailing the values of the shares held by 
Shakespeare and others in the Blackfriars’ Theatre; and the 
presumed early copy of letter signed “H. S.,” supposed to 
have been written by Lord Southampton, and containing 
singular notices of Burbage and Shakespeare. The first two 
of these I have not seen, the volume including only a recent 
transcript of Daniel’s letter; but the other two, which have 
been carefully inspected, present an appearance by no means 
satisfactory. Although the caligraphy is of a highly skilful 
character, and judging solely from a facsimile of the letter, I 
should certainly have accepted it as genuime, yet an ex- 
amination of the original leads to a different judgment, the 
paper and ink not appearing to belong to so early a date. It 
is a suspicious circumstance that both these documents are 
written in an unusually large character on folio leaves of 
paper, dy the same hand, and are evidently not contem- 
poraneous copies. Again may the question be asked, why 
should transcripts of such papers have been made after the 
period to which the originals are supposed to refer? It 1s 
also curious that copies only of these important records 
should be preserved; and the whole matter is surrounded by 
the gravest suspicions and difficulties. 

Only one record-reader, as far as I know, viz. the Rev. 
Joseph Hunter, has made a personal examination of these 
MSS. He has not yet expressed any opmion publicly, but 
I have reason to think that his views on the subject coin- 
cide with my own. It is clearly Mr. Colher’s duty, as a 
lover of truth, to have the originals carefully scrutinised by 
the best judges of the day. 


136: 


pres trec 


oe 


2a aes 3 = a 


mer aerate ere rt Aston 


sreattss = ens isco 


tS 


ri ree erate 
ee ee nS ses 


ar ereneth ci tera} = 


= SS as 
SiS Saree aes por ert ee 


| oe 


